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Ausca 1$, 1854 WTHSE CA~PHOLIC LAYMANO. 

let thindeeling on those rasuwbere their principles 
seesm at least to lead to wrong results isthe only way we 
how to feine men to ask thamdeves, at last, on what 
Samds they have takes upoitir principles. 

We believe, for instance, that te old system of astro- 
uomy, which made theeartte imoveable centre of the 
plsw tary system, ws8auver regularly refuted. As fast as 
diMerent results of the system were found to be inconsistent 
with observation, some new hypothesis was invented, which 
Ilamtd the ld theory, and brought its results into agree- 
ment with the observedappearances. Could one of those 
dAbphilosophem now come to life, what would be his in- 
dignation at finding that not one astronomer in ten had, 
atshe present day, any accurate knowledge of a system 
which had- the prescription of centuries in its favour, and 
had-employed the ingenuity of some of the ablest men of 
tde timei The fact was, the cumbrous system fell to pieces 
bj its own weight ; and could not stand when men found 
temseldves obliged to ask themselves, on what grounds do 
we receive it as an unquestionable truth that the earth 
nmst be the centre of the system. 

And so if we dwell on the erroneous consequences which 

can, 
he drawn from doctrines taught by the Church of 

Rome, it is all with the hope that these difficulties may in- 
duce her members to examine again the foundation of their 
belief-to try whether the grounds on which they believe 
in the infallibility of their Church are strong enough to 
tear all the consequences to which it leads-to ask them- 
selves, in short-Is there not a lie in my right hand ? 

ON ST. PETER. 
TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOIJC LAYMAN. 

DEan Sxa,-I am one of your humble, ungrammatical 
readers from the commencement of your labours. Youprofess 
to advocate truth, civil and religious liberty, and fair play, 
accordingly and according to Gospel liberty. I hope these 
few lines will meet with your cool and dispassionate con- 
s.ideration. If you continue to dojustice to the babes and 
sucklings of beautiful old Tara, I don't doubt but you will 
have an increase of readers. In your last number, July 17th, 
Ca&THOLIC LAYMA, you gave your readers an account of 
the conversion of St. Paul and his martyrdom, and the 
dispute he had with St. Peter, and Origen against Celsus. 
I hope you will permit me, sir, to give an account of the 

omartyrdom of St. Peter, in order that your readers should 
hear both. sides of the question, and judge for themselves. 
To all the Apostles together, and to their successors in 
the ministry, the bishops of God's Church, were addressed, 

in. 
their collective capacity, the words, "Going, there- 

fore, teach ye all nations . . And behold, I am with 
you always, even to the consummation of the world."-- 
St. Matt., chap. 28., ver. 20. To one alone among them 
was is said, "Thou art Peter; and upon this rock I will 
build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
agsinst it "-St. Matt., chap. 16., ver. 18. "Confirm thy 
bi-thren."-St. Luke, chap 22., 

vwr. 
32. "1 Feed my lambs, 

fedl my sheep."-St. John, chap.21., ver. 16 & 17. How be- 
lieveyou St. Peter, and the Pope, his successor, to be the vi- 
sible head of theChurch? First, out of St. John xxi., 15-17, 
where Christ gave St. Peter, for a reward of his special 
faith and love, absolute power to feed and govern his whole 
fick, saying-" Feed my lambs, feed my sheep." There- 
fire, the rest of the Apostles were his sheep, and he their 
head or pastor. Secondly, out of St. Matt. xvi., 18, where 
Christ saith-"- Thou art Peter, and upon this rock will I 
build my Church." Therefore, the rest of the Apostles 
were built on him; and hence also it is that, in Scripture, 
St. Peter is still named first. To Peter the keys were given 
to. lock anid unlock the gates of heaven. Why do we call 
the Church the 1oman Church? Because, since the 
translation of St. Peter's chair from Antioch to Rome, 
the. particular Roman Church has been head of all the 
Churches, and to her the primacy has been affixed. The 
dispate Paul had with St. Peter was not about any article 
of faith, or the supremacy, it was a simple matter of dis- 
Aipline, and Paul was justified in finding fault with St. 
Poer for withdrawing himself from the table of the Gen- 
tiles, for fear of giving offence to the Jews. The Church 
did not censure Paul for what he said of Peter in that 
maer of discipline. There is no law or rule in the Church 
to prevent an inferior from finding fault with a superior, ac- 
cording to justice and truth. The poorest lamb in the 
fold will get fair play from the shepherd as well as the 

fattest sheep. The tirst question the bishop will ask the 
congregation is, have they any charge or complaint against 
their priest or piiests? Here is the prouf that the laity is 
not wronged, and that an inferior cannot be wronged by a 
superior. What is the feast of St. Peter's chair at Rtome? 
[teis a solemnity in honour of thie translation of his chair 
from Antioch to Rome. Why are St. Peter and St. Paul 
joined in one solemnity? Because they are prin- 
cipal and joint co-operators under Christ in the con- 
version of the world, St. Peter converting the Jews, 
adl St. Paul the Gentiles; as, also, because both of 
them were martyred at the same place, Rome, and 
on the same day, June 29th, under the arch persecutor 
Nero, the Roman Emperor. The holy saints were burieil 
outkide the Catacombs. Now, sir, I did. not wrong Paul 
to pay Peter, as you wronged Peter to pay PauL I will 
make no comment on your omission coniering St. Peter, 
but I'll bring forward an illustrated example on the same 
case of omission from the Editor of the hbristian Anno- 

tator, care of Mesmrs 1bshet amnd Co.---" 
We have received 

some communications tvomacerrespondenart (known to 
us) who signs, P. ] One-of thesebeginatwith the words, 
'That bright ornament of. our English Churchi John 
Fisher, Bishop of Rochester,' &c.; and in another we 
read, 'Our Fisher4 Bishop of Rochester,- who. suffered 
martyrdom under thas monster of iniquity, King Henry 
VIII.' That BishopFisher was an honest and upright 
man, we have no wish to deny; but we do entirely deny 
that he belonged, in any sense, to the ' English Church.' 
If he is to be claimed as an ' ornament,' it is the Church 
of Rome who must claim him. We also entirely deny 
that he suffered martyrdom, any more than did his fellow- 
sufferer, Sir Thomas More." There is. justice from the 
Editor of the Christian A nnotator. Your readers will be 
able to judge if you have done the same justice to St. 
Peter. Sir, Bishop Fisher and Sir Thomas More suffered 
martyrdom under Henry VIII. for denying his supremacy; 
that is, for not acknowledging that Henry VIII. was the 
visible head of the Church of Christ. They spoke with the 
strength of faith to the King. " If," says Bishop Fisher, 
'" the Church of Rome is the true Church of Christ, where 
Christ's sacraments are administered and his Gospel 
preached, we have no right to separate ourselves from her; 
but if she is a malignant Church, we have been deceived all 
this time, seeing we have no other gospel, no other sacra- 
ments, but what we have received from her." Sir Thomas 
More said he had the practice of all Christendom against 
them. To be continued -Yours, &c., 

AN OLD READER. 
We think the words which " An Old Reader" omits 

from Matthew xxviii., 20, are too important to be 
omitted-" Teaching them to observe all things what- 
soever I have commanded you." Apostles, popes, and 
bishops have the promise of Christ's presence only so far 
as they observe this. Our Lord said of the cup, " Drink 
ye all of this :" the Pope teaches men not to drink it; 
and what, then, becomes of the promise ? 

If our correspondent has really read our paper since 
its commencement, we beg to recall his attention to vol. 
iii. pp. 36 and 52, in which he will find that a host of 
Fathers, and several Popes, including Pope Gelasius, 
Pope Gregory the 1st, and Pope Felix III. held that it 
was not St. Peter, but the faith which St. Peter con- 
fessed, that is the rock on which the Church is built. 

" Confirm thy brethren" is a duty of every Christian. as well as of every Apostle. That duty was especially 
urged on Peter by Christ, because St. Peter set the ex- 
ample of falling away. 

"Feed my sheep" was a restoring of Peter to the 
charge from which he fell by denying his Lord; and, 
therefore, St. Peter was grieved when Christ repeated it 
three times.-John xxi., 17. 

We ask our Reader to consider and answer this:--If 
Peter was head and pastor of the Apostles, and if the 
Bishop of Rome succeed to the same office, was St. John, 
the beloved Apostle, after the death of Peter, subject to 
Pope Linus First, and then to Pope Clement, as his head 
and pastor; or were Linus and Clement subject to St. 
John as an Apostle ? 

The error for which St. Paul rebuked St. Peter was 
at least a question of morals; for it countenanced a 
Jewish perversion of the GospeL But St. Peter's so- 
called successors, the Popes, are supposed infallible in 
questions of morals as well as questions of faith! St. 
Paul charged Peter with " walking not uprightly, ac- 
cording to the truth of the Gospel."--Gal. ii., 14. This 
was not a mere matter of " discipline." 

We do not understand fir what our correspondent 
brings in Bishop Fisher, the Christian Annotator, and 
King Henry VIII. We cannot be responsible for the 
conduct of any periodical but our'own, and if the Christian 
Annotator has treated our correspondents communications 
with disrepect, we really cannot help it. 

However, we thank our correspondent for his kindly 
tone, and we beg him to read our articles on "the See 
of St. Peter," in which we purpose considering some- 
what more fully than it would be possible to do in a brief 
answer to a letter, the whole argument on the alleged 
supremacy of the Church of Rome. 

ON TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 
TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC L&YBTAN. 

Sma,--I deeply regret to be obliged to say that the 
tone of your reply to my last letter was very offensive. 
You employed the insulting epithet " Romish" in no less 
than four places in that short answer, applying it to the 
holy doctrines of the Catholic Church. which I, in com- 
mon with all Christians, revere. You have thereby 
grossly outraged my religious feelings. I besought you 
before to abstain fromnt all invective in this discussion- 
to write in a charitable, Christian spirit-and I promised, 
on my part, to do likewise. It is a matter of gratulation 
to me, and am truly delighted, that I have rigidly ad- 
hered to my promise, having never deliberately or know- 
ingly written a word that was calculated to give to 
those who differed with me on religious questions the 
slightest offence. I never called you a heretic, nor any 
thing. No, Mr. Editor, if I were arguing with you for 
twenty years, I would not, for a moment, let my angry 
assions rise, nor utter a word derogatory to the dictates 

of Christian charity. Were I so forgetful of myself as 
to deal in invective, I would be injuring the religion 

which I sincerely, theugh impetesIyepem; beuse 
the- County WeWtfot mao says vthat i it only a.bem cause that requiree theid of abuse to suppt it." I 
must, though reluctantly, say that your applying the 
word " Rowiah" to detrineswhich asee the offspriag4" 
God would stimulaten any 

Catholielesveeanimous thba 
to send you a " Wilonian" letter.,' Whepever youi hPr 
occasion, in future, to. refer to the doctrines which I 
hold,, Ilease to write Roanan Catholic, not." Romisl." 

We, I brought forward quotations from the writings 
of a few of the most celebrated of the Fathers, which 
irrefragably prove that they held the doctrine of Trai. 
substantiation, the words, of St. Augustine; and all 
being, I fearlessly assert, as. plain and clear as those:of the Council of Treat itself; but you were afraid to look 
at those quotations, and run back to the Scriptumres 
Well, I have no fear to follow you to the divine volume a 
I shall be very happy to meet you on sacred ground, but 
before bidding good-bye to those orthodox teachers, 
whose company is s# distasteful to you, I wish to say that 
they all give testimony for the doctrine of Tramsabstan- tiation and are authentic witnesses that it was the public 
faith of the Church in her purest times. For they never 
were accused ofany error against faith, which censure they. 
could not have escaped, had they been guilty of broaoh- 
ing any doctrine contrary to the known faith of the ani. 
versal Church. Whence it is plain that they taught no 
other doctrine than what they had received by a constant 
tradition from the Apostles. For otherwise they would 
undoubtedly have been publicly censured for introdtoing novelties into the Church,. and that in a matter of suob 
importance. 

Now with regard to the passage-" This cup is the 
New Testament in my blbod, which is shed for ye m" 
Luke xxii. 20-Prot. B. I pronounce that to. be a 
false, corrupt translation of the word of God. And how 
do I prove it to be so ? Not by a profound acquaintance 
with the language of the original, not by classical ac. 
quirements, but simply by references and common sense. 
If this translation of the words of the institution of the 
Eucharist, as recorded in the Protestant Bible, be 
correct, then that of St. Matthew xxvi. 28, and 
St. Mark xiv. 24, in the same Bible, must neces. 
sarily be false, because diametrically contrary to it. 
But common sense, Mr. Editor, tells us that when two 
passages agree, parola per parols, they carry with them 
paramount weig:,t. Let any unbiassed person look at, 
and carefully examine, the passagesadverted to, and he 
will see that the words of institution :given in St Luke, 
in the Protestant Bible, have altogether a different 
meaning from those of SS. Matthew and Mark, in the 
samle book. Ah, sir, your first Reformers "''cooked" 
that text, as they did many more in the sacred volumet 
to suit their own vile purposes. 

Come with me now to the Old Testament, and I will 
show you that our doctrine on the Eucharist is con. 
firmed by the ancient figures or types of that sacrament 
-they were manifold. I shall only notice three of them 
to avoid being tedious, viz :-The Pasdhal Lamb, the 
Blood of the Testament, and the Manna. Fire--The 
Paschal Lamb. That this was a figure of Christ, the 
Lamb of God, is acknowledged on all hands., The Psas 
chal Lamb was killed at the going out, of the land of 
Egypt, on the journey to the lands of Promise. 

The Lamb of God is killed, and we are.deliweredftrom 
a more than Egyptian darkness, and introduced into the 
road to the real land of promise. 

The Paschal Lamb is eaten, Exod. xii, 8; so likewise 
must the Lamb of God be eaten to accomplish the 

figoeu The Paschal Lamb had no blemish. Exod. xii., 5; the 
Lamb of God is pure and immaculate by excellence. The 
blood of the Paschal Lamb was a sign of salvation,. Exod. 
xii , 13 ; the blood of the Lamb of God is salvation itselL 

The sacrament of the Eucharist was instituted by our 
Saviour immediately after eating the Paschal Lamb 
with his disciples; the figure was then accomplished, 
and the substance substituted to the figure. 

Secondly, the blood of the testament, the blood of 
victims solemtly sacrificed to God, was a figure of the 
blood of Christ in the sacrament, appears evident from 
the words of Christ, in administering that sacred blood. 
Moses said to the people, "'This is the blood of the tes- 
tament which, God hath enjoined unto you." hxod 
xxiv. 8, and Heb. ix. 20. 

Jesus said to his disciples, "This is my blood of the 
New Testament," &c., Matt. xxvi. 28. 

That manna was a figure of the sacrament of the flesh 
and blood of Christ, appears from John vii. 58, " Your 
fathers did eat manna and are dead ; he that eateth of 
this bread shall live for ever." Likewise from 1 Cot. 
x. 3. 

Msmna came from the Lord, Exod. xvi. 15; the holy 
Eucharist is also given by our Lord and Saviour, Mats. 
xxvi. 

Manua was given to the Israelites as their food daring 
the whole time of their journey through the desert until 
they reached the land of promise. 

'he iholy Eucharist is given to us, as the 
spiritzal food. 

and nourishment of our souls, during the whole time of 

* This refers to a letter, signed James Wilsoa, Skibsnurs, wblr 
we printed in oar number for October, 1853, as a speCuam of th 
bitter scurrility to which we are at times treated by our Roman Ca- 
tholic fellow-countrymen. 
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our mortal pilgrimage, until we reach the true land of 

romise, our heavenly home. I cannot believe, 
Mr. Rditor, that the figure is better than the thing it repre- 

ent& St. Paul tells us, on the contrary, that the old 
law had nothing but a shadow of the good things to 
eome-see Heb. x. That all its sacrifices'and sacra- 
ments were but weak and " beggarly elements"-Gal. 
iv. 9. And, "they were annulled, by reason of their 
weakness and unprofltableness"-Heb. vii. 18. 

Now, Mr. Editor, if the sacrament of the Lord's Sup- 
per is nothing but bread and wine, according to Protes- 
tant doctrine, it is evident that the figure (manna) is far 
better than the thing prefigured; for manna came from 
heaven ; bread comes from an oven. Manna had a de- 
licious taste, and was in many respects miraculous; our 
bread is a common and natural food. 

I must defer other proofs of Transubstantiation until 
nlext month. Hoping you will give this letter a place in 
your number for August, 

I remain your very humble servant, 
WILLIAM Rousnaw. 

We must say that we think Mr. Rourke would have done 
better to omit his complaints as to the offensive tone of our 
last reply. We have undertaken to say nothing in this 
journal which shall reasonably give offence to anybody; 
but, of course, we cannot undertake that none of our readers 
shall take offence, since that is a matter which depends on 
them, and not on us. Mr. Rourke does not accuse us of 
having imputed to him any wrong motive, or applied to 
him any insulting epithet. The substance of his complaint 
is, that we called the doctrines against which we were 
arguing, "Romish" doctrines. And pray, is there any good 
reason why we should not? We could not call those doc- 
trines Catholic doctrines, because we claim to hold 
ourselves the Catholic doctrine on the Eucharist, and if 
we thought that the doctrine taught by the Church of Rome 
was the Catholic doctrine, we should hold it too. Which 
doctrine is the Catholic doctrine is a matter of opinion, on 
which Mr. Rourke holds one opinion, and we another; but 
which doctrine is the Romish doctrine, or, in other words, the doctrine taught by the Church of Rome, is a matter of 
fact on which there is no dispute whatever. We should be 
glad if there were more Irish Catholics who, like ourselves, would consider it an affront to be called Roman Catholics, but as Mr. Rourke does not consider his connection with 
the Church of Rome any disgrace, we repeat that we cannot 
call his burst of indignation well judged. Our Protestant 
readers will, probably, only laugh at it, and not believe he 
is in earnest; while nothing can be nr ore advantageous to 
us than that those who wish to accuse us of 'insult, outrage, and invective" should be seen to have no better foundation 
for their charge than that we have sometimes called the 
doctrines taught by the Church of Rome, for the sake of 
brevity, Romish, instead of Roman Catholic, doctrines. To 
avoid, however, giving offence to Mr. Rourke, 'we shall in 
future study if possible to call the doctrines of the Church 
of Rome ,"Roman Catholic," and not by the shorter de- 
scription of " Romish," doctrines. 

Little as we dreamed of offending Mr. Rourke by our 
last answer, we had still less idea that we were running 
away from discussing his quotations from the Fathers. 
Why, we gave him quotations, of which he has never 
taken any notice, and we discussed fully enough, as we 
conceived, all of his quotations which we were able to 
find in the authors from whom he professed to have taken 
them. The whole extent of our offence on this head was, that we asked Mr. Rourke to give us chapter and verse for 
his quotations, and to give us such references as would 
enable us to find them in the works of the Fathers where 
he professed to have found them. Why has not Mr. Rourke 
complied with our request ? 

Mr. Rourke next brings a charge of mistranslation 
against the Authorized Version of the Bible, and we think 
we have some reason to complain, and if we were inclined 
totake offence, might not unreasonably doso, atthetoneand 
languagein which, while he disclaims any profound acquain- tance with the language of the original, he dogmatically ronounces it to be a false and corrupt translation of the 
Word of God, and asserts that our " first Reformers cooked 
that text, as they did many more in the Sacred Volume, to suit their own vile purposes." 

We seriously ask Mr. Rourke whether this sentence is 
quite in conformity with his boast that " if he were arguing for twenty years he would never utter a word derogatory 
to the dictates of Christian charity ?" 

We cannot help thinking that, according to the dictates 
of true charity, before bringing such a charge, it would 
not have 

boen 
out of place to refer to the original and try whether the charge could be maintained; for otherwise 

the accusation only recoils on him who makes it, and 
shows that while Mr. Rourke thinks he is only at variance 
with the Protestant translators of the Bible, the truth is, he is at issue with St. Luke himself. Mr. Rourke himself 
confesses that by the principles of common sense, if the 
words of St. Luke have been rightly translated in the 
Authorized Version, then it will be necessary to abandon 
the method of interpretation which deduces the doctrine of 
transubstantiation from the words of institution, as recorded 
by St. Matthew and St. Mark. The matter is thus brought 
to a very simple question-Is the passage of St. Luke 
rightly translated or not ? and this can be easily brought to 
the test. 

The original Greek of Luke xxil, 20, is as foews: 
-" Toiro tr rorrqpov, 

sa,4tn) 8,ajirq is re U*iGpart 
pov, rb inrep bpwyl 

iXiIVO6dt,bOV." The Authorized Version, or Protestant Bible--" This 
cup is the New Testament in my blood which is shed for 
you." 

It appears to us that nothing can be more literal than 
this translation. Will Mr. Rourke tell us in what parti- 
cular it is an erroneous one, and if he cannot do so, what 
then becomes of the charge of " cooking." 

Lastly, Mr. Rourke refers to the Old Testament, and 
argues from three types of our Lord therein contained, 
viz., " The Paschal Lamb, the Blood of the Testament, 
and the Manna." The argument is :-These objects were 
types of our Lord: the Paschal Lamb and the Manna were 
eaten by the people, therefore the flesh of the Lord is eaten 
in the Sacrament. Now, without pausing to say that this 
conclusion is not inconsistent with the Church of England 
doctrine on this subject, it is sufficient here to remark that 
the whole method of argument is most precarious. This 
will at once appear from the ease with which the argument 
can be retorted. Mr. Rourke cites three types-the 
Paschal Lamb, the Blood of the Testament, and the 
Manna. Now, might not we as reasonably argue: the 
Blood of the Testament was a type of the Blood of our 
Lord, but the Blood of the Testament was never drunk, 
therefore the Blood of our Lord is not received in the 
Sacrament. 

And certainly the fact that the drinking of blood was 
absolutely forbidden by the Jewish law is a strong pre- 
sumptive argument that the Apostles did not interpret the 
words of institution with regard to the cup in the gross and 
carnal sense in which modern theology has understood 
them. 

BLACK HERETICS AND WHITE HERETICS. 
[We recommend our readers to compare this letter carefully 

with the article " Who are heretics," in our last number, page 
78; EDITOR.] 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Youn HoNonu,-Sure it's long since I wrote you a letter; 
but I learned so much out of the last LAYMAN, I want to 
know if I took it right; I mean in regard of what the 
Rev. Mr. Neville and the Rev. Dr. Murray, of Maynooth, 
says about the Protestants being heretics. Sure, if all's 
true they said, it's a pity that the priests would keep such 
knowledge all to themselves; and, only that your honour 
put it in the LAkIAN, it's little the people would know 
about it at all. 

Sure, the Rev. Mr. Neville and Dr. Murray has made it 
plain that there is two kinds of heretics, and the one kind 
is heretics all out, and the other kind is not heretics at all; 
and it's the last kind of heretics that the Protestants is. 
You see, your honour, these great knowledgable clergy of 
Maynooth, that teaches all the young priests, lays it down 
that a man that goes astray, after what he knows is 
astray, is a formal heretic, and he comes in for all the sin 
and punishment of heresy; and sure that's very fair; and 
the man that goes astray, not thinking it's astray, is only 
a material heretic, and that's no sin at all, it seems; and 
sure that's very fair too; for the Rev. Mr. Neville says- " A material heretic, as far as the matter of faith is re- 
garded, is guilty of no sin." 

Now, your honour, a plain man like me is apt to be 
bothered with hard words like formal and material, that 
is only fit for the clergy; but still we understand the differ 
itself well enough, when Mr. Neville is so good as to 
explain that a material heretic is one that thinks his own 
notions is right, and that a material heretic is guilty of no 
sin in holding what he thinks is right. But since the names 
is hard, maybe plain people wouldn't be far off the real 
thing in calling the one sort black heretics, and the other 
sort white heretics; and, if your honour pleases, I'll call 
them that way, for I'm only a plain man. Your honour 
sees that the black heretics is them that knows they are 
wrong, and still sticks to it; and sure no one would say a 
word for them; and the white heretics is them that be- 
lieves that things is right and true; and sure we may call 
them white, when the Rev. Mr. Neville himself says that 
these heretics is guilty qf no sin. 

Now, your honour, it's a great thing for the likes of me 
to learn this differ; for I've been to chapel these forty 
years, and I never heard the priest say a word about the 
differ, when he would be saying that all Protestants is 
heretics; and, more forby, when man, woman, and child 
in the parish is calling the Protestants " heretics," think- 
ing it the worst name at all, there isn't one of them that 
knows the differ between black heretics and white here- 
tics; and how would we, if your honour didn't tell us 
what the Rev. Mr. Neville said ? So it would be a great 
thing if your honour would tell us the learned things that 
the knowledgable priests at Maynooth says. 

But there's more and better behind; for sure Rev. Mr. 
Neville allows that Protestants mostly is only white 
heretics, and guilty of no sin; for sure he says, "They 
have not had the motives of credibility of the Cathohc 
doctrines submitted so satisfactorily to their minds as to 
incur the formal crime of heresy ;" and he says he doesn't 
think that the Queen and the Protestants is heretics; and 

he says the Protestants may fairly be supposed to be not 
sinning or not contumacious (and doesn't that mean, they 
are white heretics ?). 

Now it's a great thing to know; for sure there is 
nothing makes such bad blood in the country, or make 
people so unchristian-like, as all the Catholics saying 
that all the Protestants is damned for heretics. But, 
sure, if the Catholics knew that it is onlywhite heretics they 
are to call the Protestants, there would be little harm done. 

And there is only one thing that makes against it all; 
for Rev. Mr. Neville says, that if a man is imprudent 
that makes him a real black heretic, and brings him in for 
punishment. Now, sure enough, it is a mighty imprudent 
thing for a man like me to get himself called a heretic at 
all. There was Jemmy Bryan, that the priest said turned 
heretic, and was not he beat coming home from market, 
and died five days after; and if imprudence made him a 
real heretic, why, what could the coroner's jury do only 
find averdict of " served him right ;" but sure, your honour, 
there must be some mistake about that, when the rest of 
what Rev. Mr. Neville says is so good, and, indeed, Dr. 
Murray says great things too (that it would be a pity 
would be lost on the people); for he says " the great 
mass of Protestants are free from the sin of heresy ;" and 
he allows that the white heretics, or them that believes 
what they hold, are not heretics in the eyes of God; and 
then, your honour, why should they be heretics in the eyes 
of the priest ? 

And there is one thing mighty good again the im- 
prudence, for Rev. Mr. Neville allows that none is black 
heretics but them that acts irrationally; that's them that 
has no sense nor reason about things no more nor the 
beasts ; and that's the way with a deal of Catholics abowt 
their religion, that doesn't know the why or the where- 
fore; but your honour knows there is more reason about 
our religion in the CATHOLIC LAYMAN than ever we got 
afore from priest or parson. So it stands to reason that 
them that considers what is in the LAYMAN isn't acting 
irrationally anyway, and so they can't be black heretics at all for that. 

But there is one thing I don't find, and will your honour 
get it for us, from Rvyd. Mr. Neville or Dr. Murray. 
Where does these white heretics go when they die ? Sure a 
merciful God will not send them to hell for what is no sin ? 
And since Rev. Mr. Neville says they are guilty of no sin, 
I don't see how they can be sent to Purgatory itself for 
that; and where will they go to, your honour? 

And now, your honour, there is one thing more. Rev. 
Mr. Neville says that the motives of credibility of the 
Catholic doctrines has not been satisfactorily submitted to 
the minds of the Protestants. Now, 'deed I think that 
that's true. But, then, why don't the priests submit to the 
Protestants, in a satisfactory way, the reasons for believing 
the Catholic doctrine ? Is it because they can't, or is it 
because it's better not? Well, it reminds me of what I 
once heard a man argufy (and he called himself a Catholic, 
too) : he said the heathens was better off nor us by knowing 
nothing about the Christian religion, because that left them 
without sin or unbelief, and if they knew it they might only 
get themselves damned by it. Now, I thought it answer 
enough to that to say it is the Gospel of the grace of God; 
and sure that can be no harm anyway. But I am not that 
clear now about the religion of the Church of Rome; for Rev. 
Dr. Murray says oftheProtestants, that "immense numbers 
are not only free from the guilt of heresy, but even in a 
state of invincible and, therefore, inculpable ignorance." 
Now, I asked the schoolmaster what is invincible and in- 
culpable ? and he said it was what they couldn't help, and so there was neither sin nor blame in it, and it would never 
be laid against them by God. And isn't that the fine way 
for the Protestants to be in? And it all comes of the 
priests holding their tongues, and not giving the Protes- 
tants satisfactory reasons for believing in the Church of 
Rome; and maybe that is just the reason why the priests 
won't give the reasons for their doctrines in the CATHOLIC 
LAYMAN, when your honour asked them so often, because 
they know the Protestants would see them there, and it 
might do them harm. 

But one thing bothers me entirely-it can't be good for 
a man not to know that the gospel of the grace of God is 
true; but Rev. Mr. Neville and Doctor Murray makes it 
out to be mighty good for the Protestants not to know that 
the doctrines of the Church of Rome is true; for sure 
that ignorance clears them of guilt and sin, and keeps 
them out of the way of damnation. But doesn't that make 
an ugly difference between the gospel of God and thie 
priests' religion ? And, then, I thought, maybe the Pro- 
testants would get off, because it was no fault of theirs; 
and maybe God will lay all the blame on the priests, that 
does not give the Protestants satisfactory reasons for be- 
lieving in the Church of Rome. And then, again, I 
thought maybe it wouldn't be easy for the priests to do 
that same. Any way, your honour sees that Rev. Mr. 
Neville allows it isn't done. 

There is one good thing, any way: the Catholics that 
read the LAYMAN needn't be one bit afraid of what it will 
do to them ; for sure if they don't believe your honour's 
notions is right, they won't take up with them ; but if they 
once come to be convinced that the things in the LAYMAN 
is right and true, then it's nothing more nor white heresy 
to believe them things, and them that believes the things 
is guilty of no sin. It's the best thing I heard yet 

Your honour's humble servant to command, 
PAT MaaRRAY, of Westmeath. 
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